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would encourage belief that within reasonable time respondent could assume
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basis to conclude that motion to suppress one or more photographic identifications
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whether jury could have found that defendant possessed pistol, as defined by
statute (§ 29-27), at time and place of shooting; unpreserved claim that conviction
of criminal possession of firearm should be vacated; claim that defendant’s rights
to trial by jury and to fair trial were violated because trial court’s finding of
guilt as to charge of criminal possession of firearm contravened jury’s inability
to reach unanimous verdict on murder and assault charges; unpreserved claim
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degree and conspiracy to commit arson in first degree; claim that there was no
evidence that defendant started fire with intent to collect insurance proceeds
related to mother’s homeowner’s policy; claim that evidence was insufficient
to establish that defendant possessed requisite mens rea to support conspiracy
conviction; whether conviction of insurance fraud as to fraudulent insurance
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against double jeopardy; whether finding of not guilty on charge of unlawful
restraint and finding that witness made credible statement were not mutually
exclusive findings or in any way inconsistent; whether jury reasonably could
have believed statement but found that statement did not establish or demonstrate
that defendant had intent to unlawfully restrain victim; whether defendant dem-
onstrated that jury, in finding defendant not guilty of unlawful restraint in first
trial, necessarily rejected witness’ statement.

State v. Lugojanu . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 576
Conspiracy to commit home invasion; whether trial court improperly dismissed

defendant’s motion to correct illegal sentence for lack of subject matter jurisdic-
tion; whether court had jurisdiction to consider defendant’s claim that sentence
of twenty years of incarceration followed by five year term of probation exceeded
statutory twenty year limit for class B felony; claim that sentence was illegal
because there was disparity between defendant’s sentence and sentences received
by other participants in underlying crime; claim that prosecutor improperly
increased defendant’s recommended sentence under plea deal after defendant
elected jury trial.

State v. McKethan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187
Murder; carrying pistol without permit; possession of narcotics; motion for joinder;

whether trial court abused discretion in consolidating two informations for trial;
whether defendant demonstrated that joinder resulted in substantial prejudice;
whether trial court’s explicit instructions to jury to consider each charge sepa-
rately in reaching verdict cured risk of substantial prejudice to defendant.

State v. Si . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 402
Negligent homicide with commercial motor vehicle; claim that trial court improperly

instructed jury because it failed to instruct jurors that it would be complete defense
to charge of negligent homicide with commercial motor vehicle that decedent’s
negligence was sole proximate cause of own death; claim that jury charge was
materially misleading because jury instructions on proximate causation could
have led jury to disregard conduct of decedent entirely and, thus, to ignore
possibility that decedent was sole proximate cause of own death; whether trial
court erred when it provided jury with copy of jury charge during deliberations.

State v. Tyus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 669
Murder; whether trial court committed error in granting state’s motion to join

defendant’s case and that of another defendant for trial, where both cases arose
from same incident, virtually all of state’s testimonial, documentary, physical
and scientific evidence would have been admissible against each defendant if
they were tried separately, each defendant’s defenses were not antagonistic and
each defendant was other’s principal alibi witness; claim that certain statement
was inadmissible under coconspirator exception to hearsay rule in applicable
provision (§ 8-3 [1]) of Connecticut Code of Evidence (2008), where conspiracy
to commit murder count had been dismissed prior to trial; claim that trial court
violated defendant’s right to confrontation when it permitted state’s firearms
examiner to testify about firearms evidence that had been examined by examiner
who had died and was unavailable for cross-examination; whether trial court
improperly denied request for limiting instruction regarding testimony of fire-
arms examiner; whether trial court’s jury instructions were correct in law,
adapted to issues and sufficient to guide jury.

State v. Walcott . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 863
Violation of probation; unpreserved claim that there was insufficient evidence to

support trial court’s finding that defendant constructively possessed narcotics
and revolver and, therefore, that court abused its discretion by considering that
unproven fact during dispositional stage of revocation proceeding.

Taylor v. Wallace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43
Legal malpractice; ripeness; subject matter jurisdiction; whether plaintiff’s claim

that defendant attorney provided deficient representation with respect to plain-
tiff’s prior habeas corpus action was ripe for adjudication where plaintiff
remained validly incarcerated and conviction has never been invalidated;
whether plaintiff had standing to pursue claim that plaintiff was injured as
result of defendant’s purported fraud on state; claim that trial court abused
discretion in denying motion to reargue.

Teodoro v. Bristol . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 363
Negligence; action for damages for injuries to student incurred during high school

cheerleading practice; whether trial court, in deciding motion for summary judg-
ment, improperly failed to consider excerpts from certified deposition transcripts,
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where excerpts were submitted with pages from original deposition transcripts
that established that original transcripts were accurate transcriptions of testi-
mony under oath; whether excerpts from deposition transcripts were properly
authenticated under rule of practice (§ 17-45) that governs admissible evidence
as to issues raised in summary judgment motions; whether trial court abused
discretion in not considering surreply memoranda of law in contravention of
applicable rule of practice ([2016] § 11-10).

Thompson v. Commissioner of Correction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 215
Habeas corpus; whether habeas court properly determined that petitioner failed

to prove, by preponderance of evidence, that trial counsel rendered deficient
performance by not moving for mistrial or requesting curative instruction after
complainant provided prejudicial testimony; whether conclusion that trial coun-
sel’s acquiescence waived petitioner’s claim that petitioner was deprived of right
to fair trial as result of jury’s potential exposure to prejudicial testimony equated
to determination that counsel rendered ineffective assistance in handling of issue;
claim that jury heard prejudicial testimony because it was reflected in trial
transcript; whether petitioner failed to present evidence to rebut presumption
that trial counsel’s performance fell within wide range of reasonable profes-
sional assistance.

U.S. Bank National Assn. v. Eichten . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 727
Foreclosure; whether trial court improperly rendered judgment of strict foreclosure;

whether trial court improperly rendered summary judgment as to liability on
complaint; whether trial court improperly concluded that there was no genuine
issue of material fact as to whether defendant homeowner could prevail on her
special defense of unclean hands; whether trial court improperly concluded that
special defense of unclean hands was invalid because it did not relate to making,
validity or enforcement of mortgage note; unpreserved claim that trial court erred
in concluding that special defense of equitable estoppel failed to raise genuine
issue of material fact as to whether plaintiff’s loan servicer induced defendant
to default on mortgage loan; claim that genuine issue of material fact existed as
to breach of contract special defense, which was based on assertion that plaintiff’s
loan servicer created offer to defendant homeowner that her mortgage loan would
be permanently modified if she timely made all payments under federal mortgage
modification trial period plan; whether trial court improperly concluded that
there was no genuine issue of material fact as to special defense of breach of
covenant of good faith and fair dealing, where loan servicer failed to offer loan
modification under federal mortgage modification program; whether trial court
properly concluded that special defense of promissory estoppel did not raise
genuine issue of material fact, where plaintiff declined to modify defendant
homeowner’s mortgage loan after she made trial period plan payments; whether
trial court improperly rendered summary judgment as to counterclaim that
alleged that plaintiff breached contract that was formed when defendant home-
owner complied with conditions of trial period plan; whether counterclaim satis-
fied transaction test in rule of practice (§ 10-10) that required counterclaim to
have sufficient relationship to making, validity or enforcement of note or mort-
gage; whether genuine issue of material fact existed as to whether plaintiff and
defendant homeowner formed contract when defendant homeowner complied with
conditions of trial period plan; whether genuine issue of material fact existed as
to whether plaintiff’s loan servicer was permitted to continue to review defendant
homeowner’s financial eligibility for federal loan modification program after
end of trial period plan; claim that trial court improperly determined that contract
defendant homeowner claimed was created by trial period plan did not satisfy
statute of frauds (§ 52-550 [a]), where trial period plan was to be performed
within one year and was not agreement for loan in excess of $50,000.

Vaccaro v. D’Angelo. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 467
Interpleader; interpleader action to determine rights of defendants to portion of

funds from settlement resolving personal injury action; claim that trial court
improperly determined that named defendant was entitled to portion of settlement
funds because named defendant failed to comply with certain provision in his
provider agreement, and because authorization form provided by named defend-
ant was unenforceable; claim that named defendant’s authorization form was
illegal on face and contrary to public policy because form violated statute ([Rev.
to 2011] § 20-7f [b]) that makes unfair billing practice for healthcare provider
to request payment, other than co-payment or deductible, from enrollee for medical
services covered under managed care plan and because form violated certain
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other statutory provisions ([Rev. to 2011] §§ 36a-573 and 42-150aa [b]); claim
that once defendant had exhausted chiropractic benefit under health plan,
§ 2.03.12 (b) in provider agreement required named defendant to provide other
defendant with acknowledgment form, listing all noncovered services, at each
and every subsequent visit prior to treatment; reviewability of claim that authori-
zation form violated certain statutory provisions ([Rev. to 2011] §§ 36a-573 and
42-150aa [b]); failure to brief claim adequately; claim that authorization form
was illegal and against public policy because it violated § 20-7f (b).


